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Intended ¢to help reading imstructory tetter

ghderstand the nature of reading errcors, this repott carsfully
exasines One type of error--word omissions. Fellowing a reviev Of

reseatch i{n the ares of suissicas, the Tep

discusses 12’ detail the

onissicn patterns, in centext, of & single redder, ther 2uasarises

tour key points about osiesicns demcnstrated dy that readewr. Bext,

the Teport ﬁ!ttl&{s & spfer theoretical conclusiom that cosissions may
”g

be divided accerd

to whether they are deliberate cr romdeliberste.

It cospares the caission phencmencr tc 3 related One, the
substitgtion of ncawords for real werds. The report ther fresents 2
categorization of the types ard Causer of nondelibderzte osissions,
followed by & discassion of the d fferential effect ct ceissicn o
the reader's effectiveness. LA discussion of how the urdeérstanding of
omissions is helped by looking at the reader's retellings fcllows.
The repord concludes with a summary and the isplicaticps cf the
deliberate and nendeliberate theory ¢f osissjonafor resading

instruction.
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PFYIRERAYE AND NON DEIIRTRALE
kol b 0 L owdman

Frodet tidh V. Lollas b
Ulvernliy of Avizens

e vom opt of sl amtastone cofisenly held o the prolesatonal Yitsra:

Pvtew, 1t peswme 2o obvious (hat feadeve amit wvds

turs e 2 “voemeon sefise’
hevanee they dmn?t "k’ them (hat 11t le attention has been glven 1o tn
vepth studtie®x of edleeione ot delining Thnowing” . Mont velevemion {o the
Hiesature, apatl f1om mi=iye analveis studies (o more tecent veare, conainal
Targely of the vvmting of esluatons (momatimgs including letter and svilahle
ominaions) an part of a latger sty of "etrota” o oral readiog.

e of the first teferonigs to omf=sions war made by Avthar Gates in 1927
who had collected "errer” data but dectded that a study of omissions and t,hf‘i;
causes war "scarcely relevant (o hia purposes” (1207, pp,"r‘rl)i In 1925,
Ruth Stiefts viewsd word ominsfons as "errors® that were the praduct of care-
Iessnesé. She reasoned that "the making of ertors 1s a fault which should be °
prevented by the teacher, or if once made, <hould be detected and cvorrected by
proper exercises and drills" (p. 23). Sh.e believed that some werd omiasions
were due to visual defects (p.21) and the term "word blindneas" hecame a pepu-
lar explanation during the 1930's for the seeming inability to recognize cvery
word accurately. "Patients" suffering from this melady were supposedly afflicted
with "a very highly selective lose of the eapacity to recognizé at a glance con-
steliations of printed or written letters" (5. T. Orten, 1937, p. 37): Orton

believed that many of them had "a tendency to omit entirely all the shorter

words" (Orton, p. 38). Marion Monrve hypothesized that some ¢rror types may




even Be Upersieldni Twlthin the  RiL whisneves b dltedjile o fead” | alifaagh

ahe sdaw vwleslone as piobably due (ot eestve opoed of Yeaolng (IVV ) po 52).

Over [he veat e a nafibel ol feoraichite developod sptepimtles of Terrors”
{n vial saadlng almost all of ehiteh b Luded ap amlosions ategory of some
tepr tmer Talle 1Y, Mowntos (1990) developed ten aalegovies Tom the yeadlng
of o hildyen clasatited as "teadlog deleit caves” fncludtong Smlaslons of

wiid=" and “retusale ot winde abled” . She developed tndivides] pioitles of

:

"

erforn In ovdes B glve "a mesenge of the Wld's teading performame tn

relation o that ol avorage «hifdien, by fndlafing his deviat tone From the
[l

normal fondem Jes In entor-tvpes™ (1. 17), She helieved (hat Yeach avios
tvpe which deviatens greatly trom the notm should be turthey analyzaed, and
the tearon for (he deviat fon ghonld be determined iF 'pugnﬂvh( {p. 77,

Thur ahe tiled to use potietna of etroie ae gulider Lo remediat fon, althongh
’I

rhe admitted (hat eome hildren who wore meverely retarded dtd nel vevenl

any outatabding deviatione (8 ervor patterna (pp. 77-R) .  Swanaon (1917)

developad slx categortien fu looking at porrible common elements in ullent
and orval veading, one of which wae an omlasiops category that {ncladed the

rmissions of Jettern withio worda,  Fatrbanks (19Y7) veed mimilar catepories

in studving the relationship between cve-movements amd volee fn the oral

»

reading of goed and peor asllent readers. Madden and Pratt (1941) conduct «d

an oral reading nurvey of 1% pupils frem grades 31-9 (with the aim of

{oproving fustrurtion), using six "error" categories including "omissions"

and "refusals”, They concluded that omigsions and refusala could be reduced
or elimipated by: =alowiop down the reading; anking questions that will focus

on exact recding; building a larger sight vocabulary; and by glving the

reader a—meghod of word attack (p. 126). Morton (1964) included "omissions" :
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fanguage rther tiar b, sk (KIE C00-1-0087; . The opinicns 4o not necess “
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fieation nf sablects In thi= arfpicle shows which population in the study
they are from. ’ P
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'hogelo ard Wileon (197%) hise nsdche clais thet omiesions are so
inconsequential rhat they are not wnrth locking at. ¥We dissgree. Filrst,

their date ix suspect . They hove an average of a {ittle over slz wisrues .
per child per story vhich ssmans that their stories sare elther very ehores ar
-

13707 éasy;? ferondly, cur siscue date gethered over a decide 8nd ¢ hall om
& ist:gé nusber of resders of divergent backgrounds meclving approxisately

100 000 coded wlscucs indicaten an spproximste average oelbefond rate of 0%

-

ggﬁﬁt 1nyed

The study utilized =iscue anslysis. Ceneral wiscue procedure involves
an oral resding of s vhele atoTy oot meen by the subject beforehand. Readere
are told before reading that they wili not be helped during the reading end
they will be ssked to retell the story when they finish. They resd froe the
original Look with only & researcher present. The researcher follows the
reading on o typescript containing the exact format of the text. The entivre
proceeding 1 audio-tsped for later snslyefu. An offfcisl typescript is
subsequently prepared by having two resesrchers independently listen to the
tape with & third listening to points of disagrésment. The miscues, places
viwre otserved orsl responses 4o not oatch expected oral responses to the text,
are then apalyzed according to the GCoodman Reading Miscue Analysis Tazooowy
(Coodman, 1969}, Codings are computer analyred sfter a seéries of human and
romputer dats revisve to eliminate coding errors. The resulrant snzlysis
consinye of susmary dats for individuals and groups and contingency tables
whoWing relstionshipe between sspects of the process for individusls and groups.

> The researcher aloao elicive a free retelling of the atory fullowed by
pattént prubisg with open-ended questions designed 1o orav fros the reader as
full 2 representation as poseible of what he/ste resesbers snd hap undérstood,
Tre retelling In arnalyrzed snd scoyed according tq a scsle developed for the

pUrpose.

In the KIF study o which scst of this report is bssed, elght language
populations vere studied reading two stories cach in Eoglish. They were: Texas
Spenish, Arizons Navejo, Wichigan Arabic, Hewvailan Ssmocan, Hawslian Fidgir,
Missianipy! Black, Tenessee hAppaleochian (White), and Downeast Maine. Ino esch
populatiou there were four second, four fourth, and four sixtk grade subjects
selected as average for the grede 1n their schonle. A common story for each
grade uvas vead by all eight populations. Fach also resd & second story chosen
for cultural relevance to the group. A sajor conclusion of the genersl study L&
that there 18 a common single reading process spong all groups wtudied (Coodman,
197, Chapter 3). That point csn not be developed here. We cite subjects
in this article for fdentificaticn and to 1llustrate this process ynity. At
appropriate times we fllustrate culturs: endfor linguistic influences,

M ]
In wisrye analyris 25 miscues per (hild per story are considered ginjesl. We
coded 571 fn the majar etudy cited In this report,

A

¥




rompared with tolg! siscurs, Trivdly, infx oplesion date Ir sroviding ispivtient .

- %,

Inxtights 1616 the reading pricens, some i shirhwill bLe skared ir thic report.
¥

% -
p—

Tre peyctolicgulstic THeory we Lase fhle tE{Qﬁ{%?iﬁ&iilé{iGﬁ on 1s that
developed by Condesn. It 15 not posnitle fn the conteat of this article &
fully stety thie thecry. %Eét hew Leen done eleevhege (Coodman, 197%; Tinger
& !ggiééili 1978} . g5t tie ensentialsn of the theory car be stslszd: Feading
tpvelves tentative ipformation processing. - Readers Interact vith & grsphirc
text u=ipg the stratepies of cappling, predicving, <onfiraing and correcting
te renstyect megning. Trey ptocess gpfaghepbonic, &;biécfit and semantic Cuyfs

—
eimyltancously and Interartively s: they use these strgtegies. The seadiryd
process invelves visugl, perceptual, syntactic and §E§§§£§{ cyries cark jnter-
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guessinr pase” (Copdman, 1971, Pr cee: proflcient resling as constyur ting
geaning witb tle Ie3s? amount of tire ord offore, eejertively vaing tic fowent

Beef srndurtive rues 1o gfgg;ng,

i
Trese Lapers are alsc research repoeris since they summarize the asperts

"

ovf oral reading mlsouwe resesrch whirk deal with the phenotenon, In this case

vord level smiasion (Goodman & Goodman, 197E}.  Eut that researceh is INT I I B

~ N

{utic fr that 1t deals with analysis of uncontrolled behavior ¢f subjects

tasks Ifi which variablen are uncentrolled (Gue., 1978). In reading siscue - .

\emearch sublects are asked to read crally whuie stories taken from trade

-

wooks or basal readers which they have not seen befcre znd which are comevhat

=+
EH




difficult fowr them. The sublects are given no asdintance while they read.

They'

, .
re told in advance rhey will bs asked to retell when they are finisghed

- -

reading . P

ours

n

F ]
Cubs {1978) has ooted these ways in which waturalistic research such as
differs from experisental:

1} Philosophical beee: HBaruralistic research s cancefned with
"deecribing and understandiag phenomena”.- Experisental research
deals with "factz and their relationship to one anothér"®.

2) Imquiry pavradigm: Experimental research uses "labotatory control”
or statistical ssnipulatico to estimate effects of narrowly
contrellied variables. The naturalistic inquirer is concerneéd with
intetpreting impressions in as uncontrolled an chservation of
phencnena as (ossible, checking cut {mpressions by "'trisngulation”,
testing one scurce against another vntil he is aatzsfied that bis
interpretation {s yalid",

k)] Purpus&* Expetinentai inquiry has as 1ts purpose the “tescing of
ideas in some eapi:ically elaborated forw,” Katuralistic inquiry
Fag the purpose of “the discovery of phenomena”. To test relation-
ships i{n phenomens the naturalistic inquirer lcoks for "instances
in which the relationship can be cbserved rather than arranging
fer 4t to happen unider controlled conditions” (p. 13). In gur

- report we cite such instances to support our conclusions.

4) Stance: Experiments]l research is "reductionise,” rinposing coanstraints
on antecedent conditions andlor on cutputs” (p,13) seeking only that
information which relates to prefotnnlated questions and hypotheses N
Naturalistie rescarch is "expanstonist™ and bolietic to Jes;:ibe

» 4and under-tand phenotiens as vholes ia "ways that reflect their
complexity’,

5} Framework/desigp: Experimental ‘research uses rigid designs fixed
in advance and unalterable. Naturalistic research designs cen
only iacsapletely be specified in advance. It is emergent, variable,
responsive "as new information is gained and pew insighte are
formed”, g .

£) Style: Exp&rimzntal research uses an "intervention” style admin-
istering a treatment to subjects under controlled conditiens.
Naturalisti¢ research style is "melective". It selects fr w the
uncoptrolled whole those aspects critical to the research ysrpose,
Phenowena wmay be rare, depending when the "right combination of
factors” occurs. But the naturalistic researcher waits for them
to happen. ‘




%

7) Reality: In experimental; rescarch reality is sisple and »ingular,
LS In naturalistic research veality fr seep as being relafive,
changing, and complex.

* -

i?t'Value structure: Fxpeti-rntal re #.aTchefs view themselves as
“yalue free.” Tie paturaligtic inquirer recognizes that his
own values are very much parl of his !nquiry and tfat he needn
to be explicit atout thee as he car.” These eight,,Gdké
calls "coneeptusl or thesretical differences.” He ~ffefs six
others which he calls operational or practical.

Experigental Katuralistic -
Setting ,Controlled enviroament ton-contrived ervirorment
Context Coregidered Interfering: totally relevant: must be
. screened out . present and stodiced
Conditions . controlled resl world
} .
o+
Treatment Stable and {nvariant | fcatinueug change is the

essence of rcaliu

Scope liptted, rats. Txr, arn eolar, unlimited, cvery-
L parroe as posuible * thipg is relevant
Methods Objectivity Judged 5% objectivity judged by
) ) replicability by independent “conffirmability: asgreement
nhpervers : among a variety of infor-
mation sources” .

Migcue rescarch has 211 of the characteristics Guba deserfbes and for

! 13

that reawes it can rot usefuylly be reported the wavy experimentsl research is

reported. It produces data, In great quantitles, which can be catilpulated

*

staristicall. Tre data and {t= analysis 1 rep&;ted in 2 500 page teport
(Crodman & Coodman, 3 1978), Eut analysis of tnut data is not the eszence

of th. sesearch: it only sugge%t the phenopena anl the patterns of their

— e ) »

3’i'be prin:iple study we discuss here had the following dimensidns: ‘E popu~

lationa x 3 grades r & sublects x 2 stories of é6-14 pages each. - We thus
analvzed 96 different readers and 192 complete story.realings. The toral
number of miscues analyzed was 10,690, Ve made 18 coding decisicns per miscue
s0 a total of 192,420 bits of infor&ation were produced. The entire miscue
analysis taxonomy has been repﬂtted elmevhere (Coodman, RRQ)

" 9 . B

-



velationship. The essence of the research is delineation of the process as
it 1s revealed through convergence of all the information the study reveals.
. To report findings meaningfuvlly we must go back to the original wicle and

f1lustrate the pheromena in process so that all necessary cenditions will be

{ .
\ . ‘
on word omissions in the context in which we studied ‘hem: real readers of

14

present and propevly valued. This we have doéé in this article. We focus

§ whe . €& texts.
|

- ' ' Péeause. of the volume of the data, traditionnl statistical tests of

A2

sigrnificance are meaningless. If four subjects in a grade read a story and
< produce 200 miscues and miscue analysis results in 4,000 bits of informati.m, .

-3
that's a lot of degrees of fre~dom. But it's still four subjects who do not

constitute a sample of a larger population, but rather four related case

- studies.

Our report follows this design:

N ’
1. -Discussion {n considerable detai} of the omission patterns -- in 3
context -- of a single reader we'll call Lucy. We have not selected her as

typical, “She is not. Sh- was selected hecause she shows richly and in full o

Hl

variety, the omission phenomenon. Her }e@ﬁing concentrates what is found

3

-

. more widely scattered ‘n other readings. At‘vafioug later points we refeor

>

. back to Lucv. -

o . 22, He then summarize four keyv noints about omissions which she has

g 3

-

“~. - . demonstrated and supply additional examples to support our conclusions.

*

3. Next we develop a major thecreticalncnnclﬁsipn‘arready inéroduged:

. omissions mav be divided according teo whether they ave deliberate or non-

. 3 . - L2 - .
g\r deliberate. We sypport this with further examplgs from Lucy and other subjects,
. . »

H
H

o ‘ : 10- - R




developing as we do so the relationship to the underlving psvcholinguistic theory.

—

w\ur .
4. The follo ‘ng section compares the omi.sion phenoménon to a related one,

‘subst”’ tution of non-words ﬁn’r@al words. lere comparative data is nsefui and
is provided to indicate trends among readers ahd relative distribution of the

two phenomens. But the data only tells part of-?he story so.we go back to

-

our }rotocols‘ to illustrate the conditicns in which both phenomena can be

ohserved. .

-

5. A short section explorés the ouission phenomenon among highly proficient

-

readers to further dévelgp and support the concepts we are building.
L3

X - .

6. Then we presént -a categorization of the types and cause of nondeliberate
omissions. This, of course, 15 a detalled taxonomy supplemental to the
general miscue analysis taxonomy. In every case we provide examples to

illustrate and support each category and argument.

7. 1In thé next section we deal with the differential effect of omissions on
the reader's cffectiveness. We draw again on a sipgle reader, Walter, who

“

shows in a con€entrated way what other readers alsc show,

v

8. A disc. ssion of how the unders « of omissions is helped by looking

~

at .the readers' retellings follows. : ’

9. We, then, surparize what we have learned.

/
’

10, jb suggeét, drawing on the study and our own professional values, what-

we helieve our reconceptuhlization means for reading instrmction.

-

S )
1.0 The Omission Phenomena as Revealed by One Reader

-

To begin we will examine the omissions of one reader, develop a basic : .

11 ’ -

* 14




frameword “for a theory of omissions and-zontinue throughout the repert to

+

refer to the omissions of other readers to build validity for the proposed

theogy. This is necessary procedure in reporting naturalistic research.
* i

tx

We ‘will examine a fourth grade bilingual Né§ajo girl (vho we've introduced
as Lucy) reading a full story, "Freddie Miller, Scientist” (Story 514). We've
selected Lucy because she rather dramatically illustrates a number of key
aspects of word omissions. Her word omissions are 30.8% of her miscuég on

this story (since her thiscues per hundred words (MPHW) 1is 9,35 tha: means ,
’ L
she had 2.9 omissions per hundred words)}. Her omission rate compares to an

average of 10.4% omissions among 32 readers of this story. Even more inter-

esting, Lucv herself only had 5.8% omission miscues on another story she -
-

read for the same study.

Lucy, 1ike all readérs, has thesealternatives open > her at each problem

point whendshe reads orally. (1) She can produce only words she knows are

real English words. That's a little more of a problem for bilingual readers
since they may lack confidence in their English vocabularies. (2) she can

produce non-wora approximations. (3) She can omit. (4) She can wait for

someone, usually the teacher, to tell her the next word. That's perhaps~fhe
* X ~ .-
safest thing to do. In this case, however, our reséarch procedure requires
* » '
3 L e
the researcher to give no help. We tell subjects, beforehand chey will ‘be on

-~ >

.- i
their own to do the best they can, and, if they wish, to guess or go er.

So Lucy gvéntually must choose one of the other oppi&ns. These'gﬁotﬂbs'are ]
those we can observe her making. After we look at what she does w% can . ;f |
conaidor why she choose% the alternati#g she doeg and how that relates to ’ \‘
the 5gading procepg)épq her use of it iqrthis‘réaéégg. o . o M_;
AIn this paper S will be used as an abbreviation for Story_ (e.g. SSl). Story

numbers and names are listed in the Appendix, ' . ‘ _

- » . . - N
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. Here are the opening lines of the typescript:

(ve- reals)’ ‘errible 5
o101 iPoor Freddie vas in trouble again.- He had been

¢upume¢*'“3 @Eh\o- ' ) .,
0102 |experimenting with his set and\Elizabeth's doll

K 0103 had turned green.

. heartbroKe
0104 His 1little sister was heartbroxen, Freedie's mother was
reeKed exclaim °
0105 angry. "You've wrecked that doll! she exclaimed. ' J

»

' P excreemeny
0106 "Whatefperiment was it this time?"

‘ She pauses after been (line 0101) for chirty seconds. The following .
han <
conversation occurs between Lucy and ‘the researcher:

Researcher: Are you thinking whac that is?

Subject: Yes.

.

R: OK, say what you're thinking cut loud, OK? .
S: Yes, i
. R: Go ahead. . -

St Sexpermeeting.,

" Then she reads through his (line 0102} and pauses again for tyenty-
\

eight seconds, - o
«R: Say what you're thinking out loud. (25 second pause) Do you want te

» \ ‘
start’ again? ‘

S: t Yeﬂ. /
* '

ki

¢

T T - omission ~ $excreement ~ non word said\father - reversal :
- Q El'\\n - T ' '
A M. ’ Ellzabeth's doll ~ self-correction 3 ] ,

ih 't%ahﬁ'{% again -.substitution 1 ' regression o _

13 R i -




R: OK. Why don't you start again?

Lucy rereads, repeating her prior miscue trouble, but also shifting
to anger for again. She repeéts‘herenon—word for experimenting. A ten
second pause comes again after his (0102).
R: Are you thinking something?
5: Yes.
R:  Say what youlre thinking. (25 second pausei You want to leave that
out and go on?
S: Yes.
R: You can do that, too, 1if ycu want to, :
Lucy coétinues to Elizabeth's (0102), pauses thirteen secornds, produces

Elila-—, and immeaiateli'self—corrects. She continues then with only a four

+ .cond pause before her heartbroke/ heart broken substitution (0104). Her

next short pause, only a few seconds, is accompanied by a repetition of you've

before reeked (01055, A twenty second pause precedes exclaim for exclaimed

(01055. The pause after what 1s twenty five seconds'{0106).
) . . S
R: If yau really can't guess anything, you can leave it out an go on, but

try to guesé'first and then if veu can't, then you can go on if you

-

want to.
Another five second pause precedes her omission of queer (0106).
After that, she shows the following pattern on lines 0201-0218. An

eight second pause before‘correctly'produéiqg washing, six seconds before

getting mixture right; sixteen seconds before omitting'chemicals. After

.

thirty-seven seconds pause before August, the researcher says "go ahéad," e
but she says Uncle Augets, repeating the prior word. She pauses thirty \<%
- - - .- e - W’i\i,

seconds before Switzerland and the researcher says "Say what you're thinking,"

She produces $Switzland. Again after a thirty second pause and a "say what

- v .
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' -~
- you're tlnking," she produces $comproning for comparing. Fifteen seconds

pause preceeds correct production of usually.

-

. There ave a few short pauses until she comes to chemicals. Again she
has a“twenty-five second pause. The researcher says 'Say what you're thinking;"
she pauses forty seconds more; researcher says "Want to ge ahead?' She says

"Yes," and omits,
{

The next bmiséjon, allowance, follows a twenty-five second pause, Again

’

éhe awaits permission to go on after the researcher s&%ge@ts fits; saying

what she thinks.

il

The scene is repeétéa three linés later with %cigp;ig}fs. but this time

\\ the researcher says "You can move on if you want and go on without me telling
" you any time you want to. OK?" She responds as usual, ‘Yes." After that,

in the next.twenty-two lines, shé shows these pause patterns and omissions

-

with no further researcher ehcouragemgnt (1ines 0218-0311): * -

-

Omissians by Lucy NA512 (Navajo subject number 512)

% ‘ v

.pause ; ) .
. duration omission _subsequent performance o
10 seconds disappointments only instance of word
19 " allowance omits twice in story; on line 0805 (3rd
- occurrence) savs al-lowance.
40 " chemistry , says Stchemister laier
31 scientist omits here and above, but then says Ssciency
i .22 " strange substitutes strong later R
15 " unknown only instance of word
5 = chemicals omits 4 times in the story
1 6 " explode - only instance of word
‘ 6 " accident - substitutes attempting later
g " interesting only instance of word :
0. " husband - - only instance of word .
15 " Maximillian see below
i 6 " chemicals see above
’ 5. M. Maximilian omits these 2 times, then says $Mixmiller
] 6 " chemist only instence of word, but in line 0314 says

R $tchemister for chemistry

In this same section, she reads queer correctly after an eighf eecond

4

15
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to deliberate and developrtheir own strategies. Monroe's 15 seconds (f932,

p. 31) before giving the word 1s traditionally a very long wait time. Most
teachers would wait approximately 3—5 Sepondsgaﬁd then help the reader.
N Children soon learn this and make full use of it in order to not risk

making mistakes. .

¢ o

Hernomission patterns are not evidence that she doesn't know words in

-

some toté}rsense or couldn't souyd them out. What it shows is that she knows
when she hoesn't know. 7That could bg true of any reader. The only thing
- that this pattern shows Specificqlly related to- her éhlture is her conformity
and reluctance to choose her own strategies. The patterg does, of course,

. , [
also demonstrate the difference between performance and cchipetence as we
N
defire them. What she overtly does at any point is not what she is capable

-

of doing (competence), but what she chooses to do in particular circumstances

[

(performance) :

2.0 'The Basis for Building a Theory of Omissionms

L. . Lucy's pause patterns, her responses to. the  researcher, and her remark-

albe shifts, ff}st to more frequent ohissionvénd ther: tc virtually no omissions,’

N +
-

illusttatés';:verql important insights:
1. Omissions can be deliterate. That is, they can come as the result
of internal deliberation. We will illustrate later that they axe.
not always deliberateﬂx
2. When a reader delibérat%&y chooses to orit, that's a choice between
the alterﬁatives we'vg méntioned§above. Lucy demonstrates by her
performance in the latter part of this reading that ghe could haver‘

progduced some regresentation in her oral reading -- cither real vords

or non-words ~~ had she chosen to do so, She demonstrates also ;hat

17




she does not need the promptinz she seems to ‘expect.
3. That means that the iisue in ecmission is not all or nothing. Lucy
knows she doesn't know. But her mind is not devoid of responege.
She has the syntactic and semantic context to use_ir predicting
the text; ‘she hés the graphic features,_shapéé and patterns to
use; she has her knowledge of language and the world to draw on
i1 building schema ‘and ;onstructing meaning. That's whv she's not

sutprised when the researcher says, "Say what you're thiﬁking:"

4, Reading involves taking risks. The objeqsive 1s always to get to

; ‘ T meéning, That involves surmounting difficulties with syntax,
f ’ - « -
3 concepts, phrasing, lexicon. Sometimes, though, instruction teacheec

the developing reader that accurate word 1denéification is a

necessary prereqdﬁsite or corequisite to coﬁprehension. Deliberate

e

. - omission sometimes shows a reader's preference for avoiding the risk

of trying when the reader dacks confidence in the result., In other

A

instances a reader may deliberately use omission as a positive

o~

strategy: expecting later contexts to clarify the problem,

¥

_Here's ar example from a second grader: Chiid Talking to Himself

- e . mm\ Oh..
0407 She bcgan tolsniff at it. She sniffed at 1ts 2 *Ah. .. I &K‘PM
3.*Now there's onctper oné ..

¥*
04?8 sides and 1te;kot‘ners.:2 f@ the I'm sonnn Sa +hat %ouah

(%‘ 4 Thats “fue’ right there,
A camera with her white fl\t4p8w. That words ' 'Fut? (Wad MIGG@

. > times pr'cvnaus\yb o
This readers announces deliberate omissions. In one tase he predicts

later success (thumped) In.another he . ~lebrates his ultimate strategy:

| he had omitted fur three.times before getting it right 1n this line.
\'\ . *7‘ ndica¥es a very long - pouse ' .
' 3.0 Deliberate and Nonfdeliberate Word Omiesionq ’

Lucy's reading of the story we discussed above' illustrates a phenomenon

« .
v
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w

of the reader deLiberately‘choosing to omit words In oral reading. PRut many

of the word omissions we observe through miscue ;nilysis seem to be not

delibegate at all, Ratuer they arc incidental to the reading. . .
Here a;e the sentences in which Lucy’s miscues occurred In the latter

two thirds of the story (story 51). XNo pauses‘preceded any of them: . .

Line

0325 Uncle Oscar must been a terrible goody-goody.
\ !

0426 He looked at the butterl{and)said

Some Eliza-
0514 "In the hall closet!" came Elizabeth's tearful

~

0516 but he couldn't open

S . .

0517 .the closet door, (E1ther)

And here are the only omissions she shows in the second story (storif 83):

missing (O) tats cry \
0505 the lamb that was littlest|lost its mother and cried "m~a-a"

' ~ \ - wrth
0703 He had learr@to tie 1t well, and he had learned to throw it\without

* 1

. “ )
070  missing over the round gray rccks were'in the canyon.

s - Ae

0802 He was thinking aboutfirst time.

1502 His father was standing behind @ His father , . .

A=y,
.

kY

While 1it's never possible to know for c%rtain (unless the reader o_verg_ly

says so) whether an cmission is deliberate or not, these examples show

B .

>

extended pauses are not present in non-deliberate omissioms,

-

Often such omissions involve words read correctly without hesitationm

-
v ® =
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.

—— ——and Pratt (1941) labeled some of our deliberate omissions as "refusals —

.at other places in the text, The ~eader's intonation usually shows no eign

of a disrupted pattern fnappropriate to the syntax of the lext being read.

Her omission of have in line 0725 (851) may reflect that English is

" her second language.. That_may be what's involved in omitting that in line ¢

0802, $83.° . ®

Thg;:;ission of that and in in line 704, S83, show aldifferent pattern

complicated by the substitution of where for were. She corrects in but not

- her substitution or the omission of that. She seems to have lost the gram-

matical structure or antlcipsted another. That's more clearly {lluystrated

"1n 1line 1502 where she omifs him as well as the se. tence end, continuing —

into the next noun phrase which becomes the new object for the preposjtion '

-
e

bel.ind. But she appears to realize that doesn't mske sense so she regresses
.

and corrects. Her intonation makes very, clear her original syntactic prediction

M +
and her corrected one.
s

Only in her omissions of reply, either, and "m-a-a" does it seem possible

her om{ssions.are deliberate, and in the case ofvﬁgzg:gf and gggggi the
sentences are sensible without them. .

Clearly there are important differences between deliberatg and non-
deliberate word omission;.k This phenomenoﬁ has been noticed before in the
professional lite;aturé, but usually non—del}berate omigsions were consiﬂeréd
careless oversights. Monroe (1932) 1nlher studies of children's oral reading
errors in the 1930's noticed th;t "wany fast, fluent readers omit words which
do not contribute greatly to content? (p. 83), but her advice to teachers
focussed on getting reader§ to avold omis§ions. Monroe (1932) anq Madden
or wordé aided" which were defined as words "which the ch}lk refused to
attempt or ovér thcb he hesitated 80 long (for fifteen seconds in our pro-~.

- -

cedure in giving Fray's Oral Readinngaragraphs) that the word was pronounced

+
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-

-
for hin" (Moproe, 1932, p. 37).

We'll argue here that omissions, lire all misrcues, reflect the reading

process and are often indicators of the readers’ strengthe in use of that
- )

process.

We refer to another reader for validation - © our argument. Virginia is
Al .
a second grade N-vajo bilingual. Her omissions on two stories are 23.6%

and 20.7%.

Her omigsions shov.a pattern: s

568 (Henry's Ehoice)

Lines G O animals
1005 @Q said 0503 animal
! .
ucx T 1201 X (Then)they -
%%%1 Mrs.1 I“uck ; Hy.hat is at.hcusc-. | - .,
; tree ” 0300 It 1=®my hat box. . ‘ .
0305 cn ﬁhe vent ’

the .
0801 _.Hernry got #-shoe box and made holes

x - and . .
0802 3\ in the 11@ ) ' - .

“f"*e DNS'“‘S 3
. wtote Dragon House on the box.

-

.
Kext, Henry got a jar and maﬂé};goles . ¢
o Qﬂd. o : .
 in the 114 B .
got some bugs and put’ them ir a jar. . "
21
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Percent of Drissions and bon-Yords in

: Table 2

£

Hard Level

Miscaes

Znd firade 4's itk Qrade %'s 6th Crade 1's .
) . Culturably Culturally | 1 . [ Cultarally °
* Srandard Story Relevant Story Standard Stery Relevant Story Standard Story Relzvany Story .
Groups oy N-W oM N-W oM - -y oM N-W oM N-W oM N-W:
= zﬁd 2 3 4 -
Language P . . : .
Means 13.0 7\? 9.9 7.3 7.2 25.0 5.6 18¢9 11.0 -} 15,0 7.8 16.0-
) g B Vit Ao St R - -
Bialect . .-
Means - 11.3 5.9 il1.5 7.9 13.6 17.6 109 8.2 9.8 11.3 .6.9 11.0 -
‘ Grand i : * -
- Mieans i2.z2 6.5 10.8 7.6 i 10.4 21.3 8.3 13.6 10, 13.2 8.4 13.5
¢ 7 t:rand mean for omissions op standard stories = 11.0%
) ‘ Crand mean for omisslons on eulturéliy celevant stories = 9.2%
24 Overall grand mean for omissions = 10,1% "y -
A . <J
M . ¥
- . .
3 - . s .

“~.




-

. The consistent pattern involves omissions of relatively familigr words
- . ’ i - - -
which are either corrected or part pf syntacti~ and semantic’ transformations. '

+ 3 v

These are no? deliberate omissions of "difficult" words., - fh§s young Navajo

reader is aeeking meaning and not simply naming wordsa.

-

. ) Her selective, non~deliherate omissions and the gatterns af correction

reveal a considerable control over Englisk. She is in no sense a careless

»

reader. t . - T -

- ' N - -\
4.0 Non-words vs. Omissfbns«

* -

If ‘readers aré’ -producing de‘iﬂerate omissions, we azgued above that
sthey are choosing ampng alternativeq. The patterns of- relat}onship ‘between
omission and npn—wond substitutions in vur miscue gesearch 11lustrate this.

. As'Table 2 shoys, whilggémiésion percents exceed non-word percents ' :
améng second gr;defs, fourth graders and sixth graders show higher rates
of hon&uords. Second gtadern seem more-reluctant to produce non-words.

Y,
One could aYgue “that they omit more wordsd because of lcw word recogaition.

. We see,‘rather, a pattern of young readérs preferrigg to’omit rather than
"sounding out".n;n-w?rds. since the latter is a possible alternative. -
' Anwar, an Arabit-Englis£ bilingual second grader, has 26 &2 omissions
on éﬁﬁ, Sut only 2,67 on 568; the culturally rglevant-story his gfoub read.
R " 1In 844, the words he omitted: answered*,.changed, camera®, clear,‘
corner, exci;ed*, exclaimed®, marionette*, suddeniy*, ;humped}.upstairs; -
vihe, vines*, Starred items are words which occurred<mo?e thaa once in the :
text whe;e some substitution, eithér non-?ord or real word, occurfed at
- le;st oncé} TH’Ss iilustrates that this ‘second grader is using omitting as
a strategy for avuidlng risk-taking.f He can,-and does in some instances,

- make an ﬁtgempt at the uord but he often chooseq not to do when he thinks

. - .

.
,he will be wrong. oA

e
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. Correct examples again occur in lines 0803, 0805, 0806, 0904, 0905, 0906, — - -

. ~
sk » ¢ - - . i L -~

»

It would be easy to say that the reason for his use of this strategy ‘ .

-

on S44 rather than S68 is simply due to more diificult vocabulary in the

*

former. But wa* shows thesa-miscue examples in 568 with the word dragon:

"'5*Acn R :.$irqq5idon
1 dmgm 1 drey ; ' -
0703 It 5 a dragon. - GJI&&__A dragon! :
© 2 $dowaons

0705 A dragbn {cos?eet) - 0706 Pet mtores don't have dragons

L .‘ﬂqskuﬁ: T \
0708 baby dragons to give away

-

- 1005, 1006, 1302, 1403, "140-, 1496, 1501, 1505, 1507. He abandons “is ~ —

correct attempt ou lipe Q?Q} and tries a series of sounding out sorties,

+ *

. L3
gets it right again on line 0705, then shifts to non-word attempi:z in two
N
mpre instances, and then settles finally on dragon. He seems to have

R | . ,
mistrusted himself, but not enough to omit. . d \\\\

In:retelliug, Anwar talks interchiangeably aboyt drsgons and lizards.

-

(In fact, the dragon was a he “~ed lizard.) b, d

Here are some other examples of his sounding dut] strategy in §68,,where
. . .

he ' prefers it to omission: .

ER OR : ' |
(Expected (Observed = ) . . ;

7 Response) Response) ’ ’ t
0705 might 1. may~-ther 2. mayt ther 3. mayteuth . | -

4, maytcoth’

(R03 wrote L 1. woird . 2., wrote . L 3. wrote
1002  grandpa’s 1. fgardor 2. Soar 3. grandab's
1102 grandpa 1. grant 2. grant 3. granda
4. grandpa ¢
1502 grandpa 1. - grandpath 2. grendpa ‘ o ' -é
s0 a prior study, where we looked ht'readers of 1dw,_averdé:\;;37ﬁigh ;
. _ . .
23 . . . Q‘ *
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7§rofic1ency in grades 2, &4, 6, 8, 10, we found an interesting pattern

?

among low proficiency readers: 1
. Table 3
N Pe cent [of Omissions and Fon-Words . B )
. by Low-Readers . . .
L ul -
Grade oL i (. 6L L 10L *; R
| Omissions 20.52 16.52 | 10.6% 10.7% 7.9% o
f_TQ*A*VL*“ﬂuu=WUTa$;'"“m'*ngﬁz:'"""jfw"ﬁ?3z‘ T8 9.8 ] 2.5 YT . I

-~

This pattern of decreasing cmission percents and rising percents of non-words

-~

was nbt evident among average ana.high proficiency readers in that study. It

shows a greater will{pgness to settle for producinggn\gon-word rather thaﬁ K
ouitting. " These ‘older low proficiency (Faéers may have learned "word attack

skills" but they have also learned to produce and accept a lot of nonsense

Tt
in their oral reading. ,

5.0 Omissions of Highly Proficient Readers

While older low proficiency readers are increasingly producing non-word

U 1 o

substi utions'and decreasing déliberate omissions, more proficient readers
are opening more confidently and taking more risks.

In our 1973 stu&y the High gfoups in grades 2, 4, 8, and 10 show over 20%
word omissions. These percentages reflect larger proportions of less frequent

y <
miscues than less proficient readers, with word substitutions declining.  Both' ro -

-

.

. - ‘eigh*h and tenth grade high proficiency readers have higher rateé;ﬁf omissionég
on the easier of the two stories they read, 222 compa#red to 17.62 for eighgh
graders; 21X compared to 16% for tenth graders, These differences demonstrate

that it is non-deliberate omissions which are the great bulk of the owmissions

‘ 24
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of these high proficiency readers. R

These findings would tend to be supported by thereﬁideucetggéglied by'

'3

Monroe (1932) who found that her "reading—defect cases" greatly exceede\\a\ v

4 .
control group from the same grade in’ numbers of errors in most error catev . .

gories, but the two categories with the least amount of difference were the -

"omissions of words'" and '"refusals andrwords‘aided" (1932, p. 58). Although

-

this evidence appears at first to be fontradictory, it inalcates a trend that

-

reveals that more proficient readers tehd to make more omissions than one

would expect, many of which would be non—deliberate. Swanson,(1937) found

that the rate of omissions between good "and poor silent readers (when

reading orally) were essentially the same, but it ‘1s eritical to point out

that his category of omissions included letter omissions and syllable omis-

v

sions (substitutions or non-words in miscue analysis) as well as thetomission

of whole wolds (only 332 of total~0missions) However, Swanson did note that - !

the poor readers corrected only 10%‘of their onissioné cbmpared to 202

-

correction by the good readers (p. 49). o ‘ ’ ) .

» *

It is interesting in 1ight of what has been said to note that earlier

o T
i)

researchers observed that omitted words were not usually difficult words.. .

%]

Swanson (1937, p. 49) and Eairbankg (1937, p. 95) noted ‘that they were

invariably "easy" or "common", and Madden and Pratt (1941, p. 124)‘:ound

that articles and prepositions were the most frequently omitted'parts of
t RN ) .
speech. It is particularly intereating to note'that in spite of this e@i—_

dence many reading professionals have continued to adhere to the view that

L . b

omissions o¢cur because the child does not know the word. '

13

We continue now ro'use.the’method of "triangulation”, testing one sourge ,
. L ]

against another, to see 1f there is further evidence for what is being said.

Here are the omissions of one eighth grade high proficiency reader in

25
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) our studies on Story 60 (Poison):

: linet a

0102 It must, hfve been around midnight when I drove homes I
dppronched the gates . v S ) ) ’

"0)208 I parked the car and went up'fivé steps tc the balcony,
4

0227 "Stop.. Wait a moment, Timber." @ x

A Y]

13

0828 could hardly hear vhat he was sa)i;lg.

0233 .,.don't.make a noise. Take your . o
: ) comy
0234 shoes off before come“anearer.

0312 I coyldn't understand about takingthe shoes

- 0330 It looked like\a bad"go!of malaria

A - - . . [
Here we see the rdader absorbed in the text and producing word omissions

which almost look like the' wrk of an editor. They tend to involve' optional r
elewents as in lines 102 and 208. Sone involve shifts to alternate phrasing -

as in'2;27 and 234 Others involve reader predictions that take a different

- .

direction than the text as in 312 (non-corrected) and 330 (corr,ected)

7

/ - H
latter shows the reade.r omitting g___ when1t's used as a noun in a British 2

1

idiom bpt then recoveting and correcting.

Even wben the going gets rough thﬁ reader is producing omissions but

not delibe,rate ones. Bere s her reqding of a portion of an essay (561)
242 But once we have begun drain- '

) $Nono caine oopu
s nevo : -
243 1ing novacaine @ of our politi-~

lation  $technoersts
244 cians and technocrats, installed -

245 ialph Nader as(the jpresident of i - J

246" General Motors and Tn@




247 Smothers as the head af CBS,iwe

248 wnstart looking inward PR (
L

She omits no difficult words, producing either real words or non-word

near misses. She corrects an omission only once here where she's perhaps pre-

-

dicted "we will start" and become aware.that the text 1s at odds. with her

prediction. She goes back all the way to. the beginning of the clause to correct.

v

~Her nou—uords do disrupt heaning though like many confident teaders

e e ——

she may reason (1) that she has some Sense from the context of their meaning,

-

and (2) that they may not -be of much importance to the text and if they are

1]

- 'm0 important they're likely to reoccur. Her preoccupation with getting

overall meaning from k difficult text may contribute to her omission of

delegable elements. Her attention 1s on meaning in what she rees as

problem spots: It would be inefficifent to attend to predictabje aspects.

6.0 Non-deliberate Omissions. Types and Causes

Barlier we argued that one type of omission 1s deliberate. We clagsi~

fied all others ‘as non-deliberate and suggested some ways of détecting

_ which ones are not deliberste. S

. "Non-deliberate” only indicates, howevér, what such miscres are _ot.

But non-deliberate miscues include a wide range ef‘@ifferent phenomena. -

What they have in common is that they are in¢idental to the reading process.

The reader is inrteracting with a textagnd. in oral reading, producing en

oral representation of the readex's variation oh the text. That observable

L]

"

oral representation, in miscue analysig, is compared witﬁ an expected

_ Tespofle to the text (not the text itself since that is in written form).

Words or word Sequences may be present in the expected response, but not in -

the: obsepved response. These appear to be omigsions and it is only in that

1
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apparent sense that we classify them as sucht iut what they represent is : '
the on-going result of an on-going érocess. Like all miscues they provide

dramatic insight into what the reader is doing that produces these results. ’
But, that means we must not stop our analysis at a superficial level.

We can demonstrate this phenomenon by categorizing some of the omissions

subjects in our s;udiesuhave produced in terms of thé common syntacfic and

semantic text festures and, effects on the text they iﬁvolve. V
It i§-_;\0t _possible to support these categories by simply producing E e
tables of statistics. Because we are interested in the whole picture, we

will continue to illustrate by citing examples as they 'occur in the ’ .

naturalistit setting.

6.1 Omissions Incidental to Complex Miscues All substitutions in reading

L% *

are simultanecus omisgions and insertions. When a substitution is on a S -

word lgvél, that is one word for anotﬁér, that's a relatively simple
phenomenon to deal with. But readers often process in such a way that ”
there 18 no simple word for wuxd‘sﬁbatitution or matching number of words

«

in ER (expected response) and OR (cbserved response). )

P
., ®

Consider these examples:
CR before cuming nearer

ER before you come nearer

OR  Once, ﬁowever, he forgot himself and looked at the butter
saying... A //
ER Ohce, however, Le forgot himself; he looked at the butter . e
and snid..;'
Both .-f these examples involve shifts from one syﬁtactic structure to

arother with no change in the meaning. In the first, you is omitted; in

-

28

. 32




the second, and is omitted. But neither belongs in the transformed structure.;
in ‘fact, ﬁany syntactic structures require omission of deep structure

#  elements. What looks like a subst:hl'.ution of and for he 1s really a trt‘ms-
formation of one kind of conjoining of clauses to another. The original

text used a semi-colon to, indicate close relation‘ship of two independent .
“clauses. , The Ireader uses and to I{nk these clauses which makes possible .

\dele‘tion of the proaoun squect he from the ‘secénd clause since 1t' ik

t in the first claifse,

re's ap e:iample from a rural Black sixth grader:
us ’ .

So @eaq}\got on one side... .

This example of language in use‘ demonstrates the proficiency of the
reader as he moves to meaning, but in the earlier oral reading literature

"already cited this sentence would have been classified as containing three

errors (one omission and twe insertioms -- all bad), thus grossly pgnalizing
1

the reader.

6.2 Omission of Optional Elements. A-related phenomena, also quite conlnon;
v /7

involves deletion of words which represent elements that are optional either

syntactically or semantically, or both. They are opticnal in 7the sense

that the author also could have chosen to leave:them out with no effect on

-

> !

the text effectiveness.
Optional Determiners (noun markers)

* 20




-
we have begun draining novacaine.'.. /r
to di;g in sand. .

Optional clause makers: :
) he thoughta scientist's 1ife...
»*
Verb particles: ~
Andre cried, "'Suzanne
Icane@to see... . o

" sycamores leaned over the water...

&

Intensifiers:

s "B: lked{just) being with the boy

. Omissions in reduced. structures:

Cry all you want.l ' -~

A

Conjunctions:

And not only that you may be a real valuable gold mine.

Time related prepositions:

Ve talked a while

they came @ Safurday . 4

holls
.

Verb markers in parallel clauses:

Harv had straightened up again and pulled the weenies as far

as they would go. ' ™~

%emantical ly redundant elements: -

Under theapple tree
1 ;‘The next day at noon, as classes let out

30
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» ‘ -

...to tell Grandfather about it

We're supposed to leén; a certain number of definitions for

English each week.

.

"6.3 _Omissions of Unpredictable Elements Often miscues reflect the

.

reader's surprise at unprediciablé structures. These structures will

-

often cause several readers to omit the same elements. It 1s not s6 much

that'they are difficult as that they are unexpected that causes the
(V.Y .
problem. =« ) R -

- k]
-
.

...mixing the strange @d the unknown.

Reader 2 T want you to‘save Ahalf your allowance for week

of - C
Reader 1 I"want to save half,your allewance for@ each week

..the school bell was,, ringing...

In this sequence, most of the readers omit the: v

.

.

"I'm a very busy man," be said, hanging up tw teléi:hones’ <
- .

into which he'd been talking. -

‘It's veryunusual in English to use both a determiner (the) and a<
quantifier {(two) together. quthermore. the usually is used with a noun
already mentioned'. But‘ th:-ls is the first reference to telephomes. That's
because the author has reversed clauses in combining them.

He was talkinp into two telep‘hones.’

He hung up the ¥ honead -

?
Readers frequently miscue on into here, too, because of the clumsy
"{nto which" clause the author used to avoid ending with a preposition.

: v .
6.4 Dialect and First Language Influenced Omissions. We've already pointed

31
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Here are some examplesy

o omissions that represent dialect shifts on the part of our subjects,

...stop by and see @I can get some...

Hm@you know it wes me? (Appalachian)

If vou careful (Pidgin)
: o Youjust like,... ' (Spanish)

:

Freddie told (ov)he had Fixed (Span{sh)

These omissions show the influence of the reader's language on their
omigsions.

6.5 Omission Miscues Invéivigg_ﬁialogﬁe Many omissions involve the complex

structures surrou;;ding dialogue -and the dialogue's carriers (the he said's).

The reader's attention must shift in written dialogue.

also have a peculiar syntax. :

so she said

Dialeogue carriers

In this example the direct quote 1s gone and so is the need for said:
didw'¥

This Navajo second grader does several reversals of the pattern of

) the dialogue carrier sometimes including omissions:

1

[

"Do you want a bird?" @ father\asked.

"Why are you taking that?"™ 'fathe asked .

*compound:

Have you asked the pouce@i
o “

...2t the @hore

She

and ran o the house
A8 T @ .

Al
“

6.6 Words in Compounds Some miscues involve omitting one word im a



» 7

It may appear, from many of ‘examples we are citing above, that

ve're arguing that non-deliberate omissions™dan't effect meaning’. Though =

a surprising number, in fact, don’t interferé with
!

occut hi situations in which meaning is partially or who {z changed or

rehension, many fio

lost. what we are arguing is that .the omissions are 1ntegra1 to the

reader' % quest for meaning. As such, when meaning is'disrupted, they are

LY

R

j'ﬂ'

as 1ikely to result from a loss_of comprehension: as to gauae‘ ic.

€.7 Omissiciis Involved in Prediction-of Other Structures: Often omissions

. 0

~

show that the reader has in m:lndia structure _that 1% not the one the writer
. * ¢

has used:

Qﬁe' pu@off again ‘ ‘ J -
. "Mr. Barnaby will see yocome over right away." o
4 . ’
. - When they did., they saw,the gate/\in the fence wés open. -
hole )

Antone stood under the hole fence.

. .
A B - /

7.1 How Omissions Effect taheLRead:lM Process ‘ oo

1
'Q

' Below "are»exauv:ples' of a Hawaiian Pidgit’n' fourth gradey, Walter, who
s " gi .
produced about 357 omissiow# of all-kinds. He illustrates the many ways
B ( , . '
that omissions can be 1nvolved in the reading process. Omissions of other

HP4 subjects rauge fmm 0-13.2% on éither story. .

.

This high propottion of omiss:lona is even more interesting, considering

that Halter has the lowest residual m’mf’ on both stories. (Residual miscues

v

are those which are neither semantically acceptable nor corrected.)

Somet:lms his omissions appear to be del:lbe;ate stracegy. The first

three times Ahele occurs 19 569 it is omitted:

’f .
"with my other éon, he shall éne day rule... - -

6!!1§cms per hundred words
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-

»

liloa...saidl wapt... (line 0808, 0809) ' .

-~

"Come with us{ Ahele)) your brother wants... (line Q90i, 0902)

After that $Ahiii is sabstituted for Ahele whenever it océurs.
B ®

- . *

A relace'd strategy .is omission of unusual, but di spensable words,

mostly adjectives and adverbs>

*

- g The spear...stuck, {(Juivesing), -...to ridesthe m sled...
B C o (1Ifes 0623, 0624)

: ol . . \ o
...thatfaée.,.. ) _ he saw thecourse : |

s

. ) (1tne 0311), FesTT11, 1112) ‘
¢ . .looked at him(keenly) 2 handsome man
nes 0612, 0613) Tres 0303, 0304)

¢ ards.man‘d rembers of the royal family...(lines 0520,0521
v bers y yo 521)

But there are omission miscues which cannot be delibefate‘but reflect

’ N 8

“the rea«fer;'s preoccupation with meaning rather than words:

néxt morning @athﬂ: would say... (S51, line 0318)

...the emall battery he had(Intended)to use... (S51, line 0603)

v .. .he couldnﬁ'riopen :hefclose‘:}door...' (s51, limes 0516, 0517)

- A

; byone main road (869, line 0113)

t . N
the sparkling blue @]green of the ocean (569, line 1201, 1202)
: »

.

.. .sped down tbe track... 1569, iine 1222)

3 -
¢ -

.. .touched the ground on the smooth grass... (869, lines 143i,
1432) -

&= .- i JE - . PR

+s-he puthis hand...(s69, lines 1516, 1517)
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Standing betueen ) the king put Yisz arms around their sh':ulders...
. (869, lines 0813, 0814,

*

There are times when word omissions eithgt- reflect or cause loss of
meaning. - Walter seems to haye trouble with some clause dependencies, par-

. “ticularly those with as as clause- markers:

Rk e
Bul(as }he reached. .. -
— (569, line 0203) ~ -
i he was : ~ .
N ¥ wos
Q.. @s)be ran wildly;.. . Q he picked

———(S69, 1ine 0216) —~(S69, lines 0104, 0105)
Tt It was repeated again and againach sled was... (‘\'69 1ines 15‘02
1503)

o

Freddie ran w the cellar... (851, line 0511)

. “ti
While)Freddie cleaned out the refrigeratog;)his mother kept saving...
(551, 1ines 030T, C308)

-

In all these examples, corrections or adj\}gtments, preserve mearing, but

nét all of Walter's omission miscues cause no loss of meaning’

Oneat the dignified face... (569, lines 0310, 0311)

CF‘I“\
Las: qf all walked two men carrying drums. (S69, lines 0716, 0?17)

.thaﬁ was dark and c}oudy, ard.a queer <melt. (S51, liges
0226, 0227)

after the eut@his allowance {851, line 0219)

’f this pattern of Walter's oxaissions has a relaticvship to Pidgin 1t
zay be in the difference in clause structure reflected in the-as clauses
above. But ‘the rest of his omigsions seer to reflect s:rategies‘fcr getting
to meaning and coping with unfamiliar terms.

Ag aighf’b? eprected,- he produces only five non-words in bgth stories

combined. That compares with 1?-3§Z on S51 for his peers and 9.8-20.42
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-

8.1 Cuissions and RetelL{ngg o

f’ “ - * -
Those who have used the tapes from the Reading Miscue Inventory kit {1972),

y -

#111 recalt John, who never te‘ag's the word oxygen in the story Space Pet X
saying in/the retelling "he didn't NHave enough qugeh -- oxygen, that's thac

word I-couldn't get."
! - . ’ : -
Alicia, a Spanish-English bilingual sixth grader, shows deliberate
. .
omission of some words that look hard. Here's a seque:xce with examples

from 553: ’ ’ -

0201 Soit was! I opehe dictinmary and picked ~
0202 out a word that sounded geod. Z'E‘hilosophical!") I yelled.

< what  meons .

Q203  Mighe as well study(word meanings firsty ("Phﬂoeophical: )

H

£2684 showing and in the face of 111 fortune."

. - - ﬁ"euhf +
0205 I mean I really yelled it. 1T guess a fellow has to work off

= ) ~

- St -
0206 steam once in a wiile,

She uses this strategy less as the story progresses, though she omits }

philosophical all of the seven times it occurs Still she 1s able to deal

with the princii:al concept involved in the retelling -~ the unusualness of

‘a baby saying big words (such as philosophical):

»

"Be put his fingetr at Andrew aud told him to say daa, he didn't say ‘
éu3 he said another word and then he was surprised I guess and went and .
sat down with his legs open and his hands pointing at Andtgw’ s big -brother.”
‘ The researcher asks her ™ere there any other words rhat gave you trouble?”
s

’ 4 R ) %
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§: 1 had trouble with chis oné “pointing to'eduéétigg) vwhich she omitted

all three times 1t occurred)...

. R: What is it? ) N

-

S: I said it, oh how'd it go {pause) ed-, edu-, $editjuct—,'! mears
' ' "Sedujution - something... N
R: What does it mean?

. S: With school, something with school.

.

e Two points are demonstrated here. He;'intent{bna} orissions do not
mear she has no idea what the word would sound like. Neither do they mean

she has ng idea of the meaning. This rype of omfssion is a strategy for

- L4

o

ay&idipg risk~taking when she's afraid she'll be wrong.
Thougk our s;éjects doﬁ't always oblige'us hy_using words in thelir
retellings they've omiited\in reading or hy discussiﬂg their omiasiens;'
. gtill we pet insights from retellings to suppdrt our conclusions }*wm tﬁé
- veading. Furthermore, readers' retellings do show that story co. .ehension

A

is rarely effected by omission of some key word. Rérely is a sinple werd

e e s m e s e

Ll e

crucial to comprehension of a story in any case.

tiei.% - omisston nor non-word substitution can be assumed to Jeave the

. -

reader- with no sense of eaning. Here are two examples from retellings:

. "‘5555;1§: Excerpt from an Arab sixth grader .etelling Fareedah's Carpet:

*

R* Where did she weave the carpe+?

§:  In the $grele. 1 forpgot the name of it.

R: ffan you describe 1t to me?

§:  Well, it's like a tent. ‘ .

Cxample: Excerpt fr&m an Appslachian sixth grader retgll!ng My Brothér

Is A Genius ‘ ~

¥

R ~




*"word attack skills" is simply wrons.

-

¢

S: Well, he sald that big old, long word -- Ph-p- (pause). I couldn't

pronounce that.

Examp'e: Excerpt from Rural 3lack sixth grader retélling My Brother Is A

Genius

. S: ...Andrew started sayin' some words like "Super" -- 1 can't say that

{

wrd. Anyway, he started sayin' some words...
———— . ’

9.1 So What Should W2 Make of Omissions?

¢+  VWe'Ve demonstrated, or rather the readers in our studies have demon-

strated, that omissions are complex manifestations of the reading process,

the -trategies readers use, and their decision making as they read.

*
@# Omissions provide useful ipPormation for an insightful observer on
what's going on as the reader responds -- or chooses not to respond -- to
print.

D'Angelo and Wilson (1979) would have us éhuttigg”burselves off from

& . v
the data that provides such valuable insights. They would also want us to

ignore the fact that some readers don't make omission miscues. Unlike
P'Angelo and Wilson, we believe that miscues tell us more about the readers'

etrengths than their weaknesses.
¥

Dur readers have adequatelv demonstrated here that the-common sense

+

view of omissions as the insbility to respond to an unknown word or lack of
This evidence also contradicts the traditional view that omissions are
due simplv to carelessmess by skipping over the word. It is interesting to
note that Fairbanks discovered in 1937 Ehat eye-fixatien during oral
¢ . \

reading was “~gually precise wh - gn error was made as when it was not"”

(p. 96).



'Are omissions bad? No; not per se. In fact, many are non-deéliberate .

Vv

and show the readers' strengthe in constructing meahing from text. Even

the strategy of deliberate 6missioq.may have value if it avoids unéue pre-~

occupation with minor text elirents that subsequent text ma) clarify. d

Certainly some omission patterns can beé indicative of readers problems.

~

Very young readérs sometimes omit more words than they read, sometimes

announcing ‘we haven t had that word yet That represent.s the ;nildi':en's

Y Lo

concept that reading is reading'words and thﬂt they are only reaponsible

for reading worlis explicitly "taught". = -

L

Sometimes omission ‘patterns’represent a strong reluctance. to take

Other omission patterns reflect the reader's general problems in

’ risks, as Lucy illustrated in the secdnd portion’bf her reading.
&

dealing with the syntactic or semantic structures of the text, 4
- ’ ~
Omissions and patterns of omiusion, then, need interpretation. That
~ . . . '

interpretation tust be on the basis .of some understanding of reqding as a

«

asrocess in which the reader 1ntetacts with print to create meaning Counting

omissions is of little use. Attempts such as-Montoe's to develop norms of

omissions and other "error" patterns will never pro&ldgtmuch insight., They

overlook the effect on rate of nmiscued of such-factors as tyre ofi}nstruction,

variation in reading méterials, etc. We must see their signif}pégce-in
- . s Ay,

relationship to the whqlé'brocess: We must see Lher as surface iepteéenta-'

tions of an underlying interaction between the reader and tgjfiext.

Gne can not argueAin‘afgenetal sense that it is better to produce

7 something, 1f only a scunded-out ncn<«word, than to omjt. .
3 - . N N > &

7  There are values in some patterns of non-word Substitutjoni, Non-
: . -

; words often retain the affixes, particularly the grarmatical cnes, of the
3 . ‘ ) ) "
. original word. That makes them useful placeholders for the original word

o - wE .




-positive results-

and makeg it poséible for che rea(fg to keep control of the syntactic
- ¢ . Lo }

patterns of the text. They a an' represent a g}:éater willingness to -

.

take risks 1f reading. But often patterns of m/l(—word substitutions
‘ . /
refiect the readers lvsing themselves in dyix{g to get the words right.
/

As prgblems occur they settle for phonic a;fpfoximations, often after

'

several attempts at each occurrence. Aot of.energ’y is expended with little

.

1

’
5,

Here are exawples from one eighth grade low proficiefiy reader: -
) . v § Ac‘ice
Y w;,um s 4 defize
vé v ‘él“\s-
y b e : £-
A b pocrfic - T a J &igni 3 1
2. 4% . ‘alﬂm'
ss3 LéFa- ) ' \.sde- ¥
0202 "Philosophical,” I yelled. 0214 to remember the word definitions
"ft"a . 7
PR | poc"‘:'\caﬁ& ) 5 $ Jisn\'ﬁuh’wn
. ‘.SPM!‘CW X $d'|sfi”¢ N
0203 "Philosophical,” | 0222 number of definitions ‘
T St S e e
v$ .s- ! ‘ <
1. § dis-

0703 Therword definitions ) .

These repeated attempts at each occurrence seew to reflect the reader's

' having accepted the view that everything depends on getting each word -- as

a unit -- exactly right. So the reader tries alternate phonic matchings
lcsing tt;e control over integration of semantic and syntactic.cues and
disru;sting the constru‘ctir;g.‘,f ‘meanihg.‘ .

Both deliberate omissions aud non-word paéterns gan reflect what we've

labeled ! the next—uord syndrome",

Lucy shows it in her reluctance to proceed everytime she's unsure ’
' i

about the next word. This syndromeis one ‘n which readers begin to lose




the goal of meaning in reading and become overwhelmed with the task of
h }

correcdtly "knowing” every next word. Whatever strategies they pick, whether

omi ssion, non~-word perseterence, or teacher dependency, 1f the pattgrn'

L3

shows the readei unwilling to move toward meaning without correctly

.

identifying every word, tbat'a when a real problem may exist.

10.1 The Relationship of Reading Instructior to Omisgions

Most reading instruction is géax:ed to eliminating omissions as inherently
l’ .
bad. XFacherS‘often interrupt oral readers to ack them to reread every time
they omit, regardless cf the context or the effect. <

Tn diegnosis. the teacher or examiner is usually told to "Pronounce word(s)

’ - of
when it's apparent that the child does not know the wcr(‘(s)".l A common time

rlimit is 5 seconds of pause.2 Consider that in the light of patterns shown .

hy Lucy and-Bthers; they are cut off well before they are ready to rake a

" decisicn or get their courage up to take a risk. That forces them into a

pattern of omission and teacher-dependenty. It puts a 5 srecond limit on

!
!
l
]
E
L
3
]
r
\

all thought processes., Every time the teacher interrupts, the reader gets
the message: "You must flet the word righ:. You ch't do it without me.

' Repeated small failures add up to a

You've just failed one more time,'
ge;\ernl sense of inadequacy and a lack of confidence in themsélves as
readers.

Instruction} we believe, cught to help readers to build on their own

strengths, tq use their own strategies for making sense from text and their

own strategies for solving broblems when they come to them.
>

-

lSllvhroli, N. Classroom Reading Inventory, Wm, C. Brown Co., Dubuque,

1965, 1969. ,

2Har, Frank, To Help.Children Read, Columbus: Merrill, 1973, pp. 124-5,
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! When readers, have paused at points in texzs their minds should be,
and usually are, engaged in processing information; graphophonic, syntactic,
gsemantic, to get to meaning. They should be using the langlage and concep;uél
‘schema they hgve within them interactively with cues selected from the text.
If the teacher cuts in after 5 seconds on the assumption'that the reader
does not "know" the next word, then‘thetnacher 1s tmplicitly saying to the

reader "say the word, never mind the sense".

[y

« This represents two major prcoccupations in our modern techno%ogy of
reading instruction, both of which~areﬂunfortunate: (1) Preoccupation iy ‘
teachers and learnrers with words as ends in themselves. (2) Assumption that
reading must, at least ultimately, be error free.

- = "L -
The demand for word for word accuracy 1b1fts the reader's focus from

meaning and inhibits the reader's risk taking: better omit than be wrong;

o

better wait for the teacter than try myself; be&ter not trust my own half~formed-
notions.

_,.M____ﬁ_Bending;inleyghvtﬁntL;iVQ {nformation processing -- guessing constantly _  _ _

what's coming. That makes 1t possible to predict, to sample, to monitor

¢

one's own reading and confirm on the pasis of the ﬂevéloping sense, to
reproce;s and self-correct as needed.
Here's an example of what we mean. A second grader 1s reading:
"&hen 1 will find work," said Ted.
He reads "Then I went, ther I went, then I want..." He stops himself,
choréles and then says more deliberately: "Thep I will--" Now a long
pause ensues. Not 5 seconds, but 45 seconds. What shall we assume preoc-
cupies the reader's mind? Conventional wisdom says; “he must havé stopped

because he doesn't know the next word., Tell him so he can go on without

being frustrated.”
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But now cohsider the alternative: Suppose there are no ﬁroblems yi;h —
"unknosn” words here. Suppose the reader has paused because he's having
trouble getting sense from the text. Find work? Could both be verbs?
"You find things you lose," says his seven year old logic. You can do work,
like you do'school gégg. But find work? In prior text Ted, a boy @ants
éoney to gé to the "Fair". "We haven't got a single penny to spare" says
"Dad. What does find work have to do with money for the Fair? ’
Ve wait for the reééer to solve his own pfob}ems. And after 45 seeonds
of pause he does. He reads the rest'of the sentence quickly and with lively
{ntonation.
Reading instruction must not ﬁe geared to éliminating onission or to

»
taking the risks out of reading, but helping readers svlve problems for

themselves. |
If we e;ccurage readers to trust themselves and to keep a concern for
meaning as their constant p;eoccupation in reading there will probably be
a8 decrease in deliberate omissiqés, But it's building the reader's self-
reliance and risk-taking that's the goal of instruction, not superficislly
reducing deliberate omissione. In fact, aur e;idegzz has shown that confident
reaéers will prndué; higher rates of non-deliberate omissions which do not
disrupt- meaning. Again the goal of instruction is not to increase non;
deliberate omissions; it's tc help readers make°seﬁ$e of what they read. But
an oral rendition of a text which contains variations, perhaps 1nc1udipg
“Smissions from the expected response and still makes good seﬂse tells the
teacher a lot more about the reader's atrength in comprehending than an accurate
rendition which may or may not represent the reader's success in comprehending.

The silence of readers' oral word omissions can speak eloquently to

insightful teachers,. -

43

47



Story No.

26

&4

51

68

69

h

Title

Two New Hats

Kitten Jones

= -

" Freddie Miller,

Scientist

My Brother Is A Genius

-

Poison
A 4 ’ -

Generation Gap

Henry's Choice

The Royal. Race

APPENDIX

List of Stories Cited

=

Book Title & Grade

Up the Street and Down, (Primer,

Amer{can Book Co., 1963)

Beyond Treasure Valley (3,

American Book Co., 1963)

Adventures Here and Thére (5,

‘merican Book Co., 1963)

Adventures Now and Then, (6,

Ameriéan Book Co., 1963)

]

. Adventures in English Literature

(12, Harcourt, Brace & World, 1958)
Look, Jaﬂuary 13, 1970

To Market, To Market (1, Scott

Fovesman, 1976)

The Magic Word (4, Macmillan, 1966)

! . ’

P

3

age d s

134

246

604

14

356
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